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Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 



Sir: 



RECEIVED 

APR 3 0 2004 

Technology Center 2100 



This is an Appeal Brief submitted pursuant to 37 C.F.R. 
§1.192 for the above-referenced patent application and is 
being filed in triplicate. 



I . Real Party in Interest 

The real party in interest is Xilinx, Inc., having a 
place of business at 2100 Logic Drive, San Jose, California 
95124-3400. The above referenced patent application is 
assigned to Xilinx, Inc. 



II, Related Appeals and Interferences 

There are no related appeals or interferences. 

III. Status of Claims 

Claims 1-19 are presented for appeal. Claims 1-9, 14, 

and 16-19 stand rejected under 35 USC §102 (e) as being 

anticipated by US patent number 6,223,326 to Fields et al . 
04/29/2004 WASFAW1 00000008 240040 09510203 

01 FC:1402 330.00 DA 
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( "Fields-1" ) . Claims 1, 9, 11, and 18-19 stand rejected under 
35 USC §103 (a) over US patent number 5,673,199 to Gentry 
("Gentry") in view of the paper entitled, "6.111 Introductory 
Digital Systems Laboratory" ("Emacs"). Claims 2-3 and 13-14 
stand rejected under 35 USC §103 (a) over Gentry in view of 
Emacs and further in view of the Web pages collectively 
entitled, "Introduction to Synopsys to XACT Ml Design Flow" 
("XACT"). Claims 10, 12 and 15 are deemed allowable if 
amended to include the limitations of the base claim and 
intervening claims . 

The final Office Action dated November 5, 2003 withdrew 
the rejection of claim 13. However, the Summary sheet of that 
Action indicated that claim 13 stood rejected. It is 
respectfully submitted that claim 13 is thought to be 
allowable over the prior art of record. 

The claims presented for appeal may be found in the 
attached Appendix of Appealed Claims. 

IV. Status of Amendments 

The application was initially filed on February 22, 2000, 
including claims 1-19. In reply to a first Office Action, 
which was mailed on May 19, 2003, a Response was filed on 
August 12, 2003, and no claims were amended. A final Office 
Action was mailed on November 5, 2003. A response to the 
final Office Action was filed on December 22, 2003, and an 
Advisory Action was issued on January 22, 2004. A Notice of 
Appeal was filed on February 26, 2004, and an Advisory Action 
was mailed on March 15, 2004. 

V, Summary of Invention 

Various embodiments of Appellants' invention are directed 
to a method and system for developing a reusable electronic 
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circuit design module and using the design module in a debug 
mode. In one embodiment, the functional design elements 
comprising a design module are entered into a database along 
with documentation elements that describe the design elements 
(FIG. 1, 102; FIG. 2, 202; page 4, 11. 1-27; p. 7, 1. 32; p. 
9, 11. 32-35). The functional design elements are linked with 
selected ones of the documentation elements in the database 
(FIG. 1, 102; page 4, 11. 1-27; p. 9, 11. 32-35). A testbench 
is simulated with the design module (FIG. 1, 122; FIG. 3, 314; 
p. 11, 11. 22-32), and the generated results are stored in a 
database and linked with the functional design elements (FIG. 

1, 118; FIG. 3, 318; p. 11, 11. 22-32). By linking the design 
elements, documentation, translation results, and simulation 
results, the characteristics of the design module are easily 
ascertained by a designer who is reusing the design module (p. 

2, 11. 18-21) . 

In another embodiment, a system includes a database, a 
design inspector, a debugging- support module, and a functional 
simulator (FIG. 1; p. 4, 1. 34 - p. 7, 1. 17). The database 
is arranged for storage of the design elements and 
documentation elements (FIG. 1, 102), and the design inspector 
(FIG. 1, 104) is coupled to the database. The design inspector 
links the functional design elements with selected ones of the 
documentation elements (p. 5, 1, 17-27). The debugging- 
support module is coupled to the simulator and to the 
database, and generates a netlist from the design module, 
wherein the netlist is suitable for simulation (FIG. 1, 124, 
114; p. 5, 11. 5-17). The functional simulator is coupled to 
the debugging- support module and simulates a testbench with 
the design module, whereby simulation results are generated 
(FIG. 1, 122, 118; p. 5, 11. 5-17). The simulation results 
are entered in the database by the debugging- support module 
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and thereafter linked with the design elements (FIG. 1, 120; 
p. 6, 11. 18-33) . 

VI. Issues for Review 

Issue 1; Is the rejection of claims 1-9, 14, and 16-19 
under 35 USC §102 (e) over Fields-1 (USP #6,223,326) 
proper when the rejection does not show that Fields-1 
teaches or suggests every limitation of the claimed 
invention? 

Issue 2 ; Is the §103 (a) rejection of claims 1, 9, 11, and 
18-19 proper when the asserted Gentry (USP #5,673,199) 
and Emacs (paper entitled, "6.111 Introductory Digital 
Systems Laboratory") references fail to teach or suggest 
every limitation of the claims, when the rejection fails 
to cite evidence of motivation, and there is no apparent 
likelihood of successfully combining the references? 

Issue 3: Is the §103 (a) rejection of claims 2-3 and 14 
proper when the asserted Gentry, Emacs, and XACT 
references fail to teach or suggest every limitation of 
the claims, when the rejection fails to cite evidence of 
motivation, and there is no apparent likelihood of 
successfully combining the references? 

VII. Grouping of Claims 

For purposes of this appeal, claims 1, 9, 16, 17, 18, and 
19 are in group I; claim 2 is in group II; claims 3 and 14 are 
in group III; claim 4 is in group IV; claim 5 is in group V; 
claim 6 is in group VI; claims 7 and 8 are in group VII; and 
claim 11 is in group VIII. The claims as now presented in the 
different groups do not stand or fall together. 
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VI 1 1 . Argument 

Issue 1 ; The §102 (e) rejection of claims 1-9, 14, and 
16-19 is not proper when Fields-1 does not teach or 
suggest every limitation of the claimed invention. 

In order to establish a prima facie case of anticipation, 
the Examiner must present a reference that completely 
corresponds to the claimed invention. 

Claims 1, 18, and 19 in group I include limitations of 
entering the functional design elements into a database; 
entering documentation elements into the database; linking the 
functional design elements with selected ones of the 
documentation elements; simulating a testbench with the design 
module, whereby simulation results are generated; storing the 
simulation results in the database; and linking the simulation 
results with the functional design elements. The rejection 
fails to show that Fields-1 shows all the limitations. 

For example, the rejection alleges that Fields-1 teaches 
simulating a test bench with the design module, storing the 
simulation results in the database, and linking the simulation 
results with the functional design elements. However the 
cited portions of Fields-1 (FIG. 1, elements 104, 110 and 
associated text; and FIG. 3, elements 306-318) do not appear 
to mention storing simulation results in any manner. Nor does 
the cited text allege storing the simulation results in a 
database and linking the simulation results with the 
f unctional design elements . 

The rejection alleges that "storing the simulation 
results is inherent in Fields-1 [because] the 

Performance/Density analyzer would not be able to 'provide the 
results as output' without storing them in RAM or some form of 
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media." It is respectfully submitted that the inherency 
allegation is unfounded because it fails to address the 
limitations that relate to storing the simulations results in 
a database and linking the simulation results with the 
functional design elements. 

The fact that a certain result or characteristic may 
occur or be present in the prior art is not sufficient to 
establish the inherency of that result or characteristic. In 
re Rijckaert, 9 F.3d 1531, 1534, 28 USPQ2d 1955, 1957 (Fed. 
Cir. 1993); "To establish inherency, the extrinsic evidence 
'must make clear that the missing descriptive matter is 
necessarily present in the thing described in the reference, 
and that it would be so recognized by persons of ordinary 
skill. inherency, however, may not be established by 
probabilities or possibilities. The mere fact that a certain 
thing may result from a given set of circumstances is not 
sufficient. 7 " In re Robertson, 169 F.3d 743, 745, 49 USPQ2d 
1949, 1950-51 (Fed. Cir. 1999) (citations omitted). "In 
relying upon the theory of inherency, the examiner must 
provide a basis in fact and/or technical reasoning to 
reasonably support the determination that the allegedly 
inherent characteristic necessarily flows from the teachings 
of the applied prior art." Ex parte Levy, 17 USPQ2d 1461, 
1464 (Bd. Pat. App. & Inter. 1990) (emphasis in original) 
(MPEP 2112) . The rejection fails because no showing has been 
made that storing simulation results in a database and linking 
the results to functional design elements necessarily flows 
from Fields-l's Performance/Density Analyzer. 

The present claims include limitations of storing the 
simulation results in a database, and the Office Action 
alleges that Fields-1 would need to store performance/analysis 
results in a RAM or some form of media in order to provide the 
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results as output. Those skilled in the art will appreciate 
that storing the results in RAM or media does not necessarily 
imply storing the data in a database. Furthermore, storing 
data in a RAM or other media does not imply linking the data 
to functional design elements in a database. Therefore, the 
rejection fails to show that these limitations are shown, 
suggested, or inherent in Fields-1. 

The rejection is further improper because it is 
inconsistent in the selection and application of elements of 
Fields-1 alleged to correspond to the claim limitations. 
Recall the claim limitations of simulating a testbench with 
the design module, whereby simulation results are generated; 
storing the simulation results in the database; and linking 
the simulation results with the functional design elements. 
To show correspondence, the rejection needs to demonstrate 
that the output from the alleged simulating element of Fields- 
1 is the output that is stored and linked with the functional 
design elements. However, the rejection fails to establish 
this correspondence. The rejection first alleges that the 
performance density analyzer of Fields-1 corresponds to the 
claimed simulating, and then alleges that the database of 
problematic design elements in Fields-1 corresponds to the 
claimed storage and linking of simulation results. The 
rejection fails because it does not show that the output from 
the performance density analyzer of Fields-1 is in any way 
stored in a database and linked to functional design elements. 
Instead, the rejection uses the database of problematic coding 
styles to support the allegation, and no showing is made that 
the database of Fields-1 contains any data from the 
performance density analyzer. 

For at least the reasons set forth above, the rejection 
fails to show that claims 1, 18, and 19 of group I are 
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anticipated, and the rejection should be overruled. Claims 9, 
16, and 17, also of group I, are allowable for the reasons set 
forth above. 

Claim 2 of group II includes limitations of translating 
the functional design elements into a netlist; and linking 
elements of the netlist with selected ones of the functional 
design elements. The rejection fails to show that Fields-1 
teaches these limitations. 

The most recent rejection cites Fields-1, col. 4, 11. 17- 
37 as teaching these limitations, and specifically alleges that 
linking the netlist elements with selected ones of the 
functional design elements is inherent in Fields-1. In view of 
the requirements to establish inherency, as set forth above, 
the Office Action fails to provide sufficient evidence. The 
Office Action has only alleged that commercially available 
synthesizers analyze netlists for performance and density. The 
Office Action fails to provide any evidence that linking 
netlist elements with selected ones of the functional design 
elements is a necessary condition to performing the alleged 
analysis. Therefore, the Office Action fails to show that the 
limitations are inherent in Fields-1 and fails to show that 
claim 2 is anticipated. 

The rejection of claims 3 and 14 in group III is deficient 
for reasons similar to those set forth above for claim. 2. 
Claims 3 and 14 include limitations of linking elements of the 
physical implementation with selected ones of the functional 
design elements. The cited portions of Fields-1 do not appear 
to show or suggest such linking. Specifically, the rejection 
cites the converter and database of problematic design elements 
(FIG. 1, 102 and 108) of Fields-1 as corresponding to these 
limitations. However, neither of these elements in any 
apparent manner suggests the linking elements of a physical 
implementation with functional design elements. It appears 
that the database 108 of Fields-1 stores problematic design 
elements, not elements of the physical implementation linked to 
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functional design elements as claimed. Therefore, the 
rejection fails to show that claims 3 and 14 are anticipated. 

Claim 4 in group IV includes limitations of entering 
simulation elements in the database; and linking the 
simulation elements to associated ones of the design elements. 
The cited portions of Fields -1 do not appear to show or suggest 
such linking. Specifically, the rejection cites the 
performance/density analyzer and database of problematic design 
elements (FIG. 1, 104 and 108) of Fields-1 as corresponding to 
these limitations. However, neither of these elements in any 
apparent manner suggest the linking of simulation elements with 
functional design elements. The database 108 of Fields-1 
stores problematic design elements, not simulation elements 
linked to functional design elements as claimed. Therefore, 
the rejection fails to show that claim 4 is anticipated. 

Claim 5 in group V includes limitations of entering 
documentation for a design script in the database; and linking 
the documentation of the design script to the design elements 
comprising the design module. The most recent rejection 
alleges that the teaching in Fields-1 of Verilog and VHDL 
coding teaches the limitations related to design scripts. 
However, those skilled in the art will understand that Verilog 
and VHDL are not scripting languages, but are Hardware 
Description Languages (HDLs) . Example scripting languages 
include UnixShell, AppleScript, CShell, and MSD0S batch files 
(see "Free On-Line Dictionary of Computing" FOLDOC at 
http://foldoc.doc.ic.ac.uk/foldoc). Furthermore, the cited 
design analyzer and database of problematic design elements of 
Fields-1 (FIG. 1, 106 and 108) in no apparent manner 
correspond to documentation of a design script. Therefore, 
the Office Action fails to show that Fields-1 anticipates 
claim 5. 
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Claim 6 in group VI includes limitations of entering 
documentation for simulation elements in a database and 
linking the documentation with associated ones of the 
simulation elements. The rejection relies on the database of 
problematic design elements of Fields-1 as corresponding to 
these limitations. However, this alleged correspondence fails 
to show that any database in Fields-1 includes either 
simulation elements or documentation related thereto. 
Therefore, claim 6 is not shown to be anticipated. 

As to claims 7 and 8 in group VII, the rejection fails to 
show the limitations of inspecting the functional design 
elements and simulation elements for associated documentation; 
and reporting documentation deficiencies in association with 
the functional design elements and simulation design elements. 
The most recent rejection alleges that the teaching in Fields - 
1 of a database containing examples of coding styles found to 
be inefficient and subsequent queries to the database 
corresponds to these limitations. However, those skilled in 
the art will understand that documentation is not identical to 
examples of coding styles. More importantly, the rejection 
fails to recognize the limitations of inspecting design 
elements for the documentation versus inspecting a design 
element to see if it matches an entry in a database of 
problematic design elements. Therefore, claims 7 and 8 are 
not shown to be anticipated. 

Without complete correspondence, the §102 rejection 
cannot stand. Accordingly, Appellants submit that the §102 
rejection is improper and the rejection of claims 1-9, 14, and 
16-19 must be overruled. 

Claims 1, 9, 16, 17, 18, and 19 of group I are separately 
patentable over the claims in the other groups because the 
limitations of the claims in the other groups are not 
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necessarily present in the group I claims and the limitations 
of the group I claims are not taught by the prior art. 

Claim 2 of group II is separately patentable over the 
claims in the other groups because the limitations of the 
claims in the other groups (other than group I) are not 
necessarily present in claim 2, and the limitations of 
translating the functional design elements into a netlist, 
and linking elements of the netlist with selected ones of the 
functional design elements are not necessarily present in the 
claims of the other groups (other than group III) nor are the 
limitations taught by the prior art. 

Claims 3 and 14 of group III are separately patentable 
over the claims in the other groups because the limitations of 
the claims in the other groups (other than groups I and II) 
are not necessarily present in claims 3 and 14, and the 
limitation of linking elements of the physical implementation 
with selected ones of the functional design elements is not 
necessarily present in the claims of the other groups nor are 
the limitations taught by the prior art. 

Claim 4 of group IV is separately patentable over the 
claims in the other groups because the limitations of the 
claims in the other groups (other than group I) are not 
necessarily present in claim 4, and the limitations of 
entering simulation elements in the database; and linking the 
simulation elements to associated ones of the design elements 
are not necessarily present in the claims of the other groups 
(other than groups V and VI) nor are the limitations taught by 
the prior art . 

Claim 5 of group V is separately patentable over the 
claims in the other groups because the limitations of the 
claims in the other groups (other than groups I and IV) are 
not necessarily present in claim 5, and the limitations of 
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entering documentation for a design script in the database and 
linking the documentation of the design script to the design 
elements comprising the design module are not necessarily 
present in the claims of the other groups nor are the 
limitations taught by the prior art. 

Claim 6 of group VI is separately patentable over the 
claims in the other groups because the limitations of the 
claims in the other groups (other than groups I and IV) are 
not necessarily present in claim 6, and the limitations of 
entering documentation for simulation elements in a database 
and linking the documentation with associated ones of the 
simulation elements are not necessarily present in the claims 
of the other groups nor are the limitations taught by the 
prior art. 

Claims 7 and 8 of group VII are separately patentable 
over the claims in the other groups because the limitations of 
the claims in the other groups (other than groups I, IV, and 
VI) are not necessarily present in claims 7 and 8, and the 
limitations of inspecting the functional design elements and 
simulation elements for associated documentation and reporting 
documentation deficiencies in association with the functional 
design elements and simulation design elements are not 
necessarily present in the claims of the other groups nor are 
the limitations taught by the prior art. 
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Issue 2 ; The §103 (a) rejection of claims 1, 9, 11, and 
18-19 (groups I and VTII) is improper because the 
asserted Gentry and Emacs references fail to teach or 
suggest every limitation of the claims, the rejection 
fails to cite evidence of motivation, and there is no 
apparent likelihood of successfully combining the 
references . 

In order to establish a prima facie case of obviousness, 
the asserted prior art references must teach or suggest all 
the claim limitations, evidence must be provided to support a 
motivation for modifying the reference to arrive at the 
claimed invention, and there must be a reasonable likelihood 
that the references could be successfully combined. The 
issued Office Actions fail to meet these requirements. 

The rejection fails to show all the limitations of the 
independent claims 1, 18, and 19. For example, the rejection 
alleges that Gentry suggests the limitations of storing 
simulation results in the database and linking the simulation 
results with the functional design elements. However, the 
cited elements of Gentry's FIG. 2 and associated text only 
generally suggest simulation. There is no apparent mention of 
where or how the simulation results are stored, much less 
linking the results to specific functional design elements. 
Therefore, the rejection fails to show that all the 
limitations are suggested. 

The final Office Action further cites Gentry's FIG. 2, 

items 36, 36' , 40, and 42 as teaching these limitations. 

However, Gentry's accompanying description states: 

Any selected implementations of functions already 
stored in design infobase 36 or any functions designed 
during the design and verify phase 42 and their 
associated implementations are output to design infobase 
36'. The design infobase 36' is then stored by database 
manager 34' for possible future analysis of the system 
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described by the design infobase 36'. Also the database 
manager 34' stores any functions which were newly 
generated to complete design infobase 36'. By 
incorporating these newly generated functions as separate 
entities they become available for future system 
developments. Also following design and verify phase 42, 
the design engineer fabricates and bench tests the 
verified design, as shown at fabricate and bench test 
block 44. In this phase, the design engineer typically 
builds the system or a hardware model of the system and 
tests the system. The fabricate and bench test phase 44 
provides a more approximate prototype than the modeling 
and testing performed at design and verify stage 42. If 
the design engineer is satisfied with the results during 
the fabricate and bench test phase 46, the development 
process then proceeds to hardware /software (HW/SW) 
integration phase 48. At HW/SW integration phase 48, the 
design engineer typically directs fabrication of a full 
working model of the system for final testing and 
possible production use. (col. 5, 11. 37-61). 

No teaching in this text appears to teach the limitations of 
storing the simulation results in a database and linking the 
simulation results with the functional design elements. 
Instead, this text appears to suggest storing various 
implementations of functions in design infobases 36 and 36'. 
The text suggests simulation but does not address storage of 
the simulation results, in a database or elsewhere, nor any 
linking with functional design elements. Even though 
Appellants requested clarification, no further portions of 
Gentry were cited in support of the alleged teaching of the 
claim limitations. 

Claim 9 depends from claim 1 and prima facie obviousness 
is not established for at least the reasons set forth above. 
Furthermore, those skilled in the art will appreciate that the 
limitations of inspecting for and reporting undesirable design 
characteristics are not suggested by Emacs reported VHDL 
compiler errors. A coding error detected by a compiler is a 
coding characteristic, not a characteristic of the design. 
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Claim 11 depends from claim 9 and includes limitations of 
inspecting the functional design elements for adherence to 
predefined design rules and reporting violations of the design 
rules. Those skilled in the art will recognize that design 
rules are not the same as proper VHDL syntax, nor are any 
design rules suggested by VHDL syntax. 

The alleged motivation for combining Emacs with Gentry is 
conclusory and therefore, improper. Furthermore, no evidence 
is provided from the prior art to suggest the combination, and 
no evidence is provided to show a likelihood of successfully 
combining the references. Therefore, for these reasons and 
because the rejection fails to show a suggestion of all the 
limitations, prima facie obviousness is not established. 

The alleged motivation for modifying Gentry with Emacs is 
that "the use of a VHDL compiler to test for errors is 
integral to the use of VHDL." However, there is no evidence 
cited from Gentry to suggest an additional need to further 
provide VHDL processing. Nor is there any evidence that 
Gentry's system is prone to the problems allegedly addressed 
by Emacs. Addressing the "rigorous ... requirement for a 
showing of the teaching or motivation to combine prior art 
references," the Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit has 
stated: 

We have noted that evidence of a suggestion, teaching, or 
motivation to combine may flow from the prior art 
references themselves, the knowledge of one of ordinary 
skill in the art, or, in some cases, from the nature of 
the problem to be solved, (citations omitted) , although 
"the suggestion more often comes from the teachings of 
the pertinent references," Rouffet, 149 F.3d at 1355, 47 
USPQ2d at 1456. The range of sources available, 
however, does not diminish the requirement for actual 
evidence. That is, the showing must be clear and 
particular. See, e.g., C.R. Bard, 157 F.3d at 1352, 48 
USPQ2d at 1232. Broad conclusory statements regarding the 
teaching of multiple references, standing alone, are not 
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"evidence." (citation omitted) In re Dembiczak, 175 F.3d 
994, 50 U.S.P.Q.2d 1614 (Fed. Cir. 1999). 

The alleged motivation is merely a broad conclusory 
statement of a general function of a VHDL compiler. The 
alleged motivation lacks clear and particular reasons that 
would lead one of ordinary skill in the art to modify specific 
teachings of Gentry with those of Emacs. 

For at least these reasons, the rejection fails to 
establish a prima facie case of obviousness for the claims in 
groups I and VIII. Accordingly, Appellants submit that the 
§103 rejection is improper and the rejection must be 
wi thdr awn . 

Claim 9 of group I is separately patentable over the 
other claims in group I because the limitations of inspecting 
for and reporting undesirable design characteristics in claim 
9 are not necessarily present in the claims 1, 18 and 19. 

Claim 11 of group VIII is separately patentable over the 
claims in the other groups because the limitations of the 
claims in the other groups (other than group I) are not 
necessarily present in claim 11, and the limitations of 
inspecting the functional design elements for adherence to 
predefined design rules and reporting violations of the design 
rules are not necessarily present in the claims of the other 
groups nor are the limitations taught by the prior art. 
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Issue 3; The §103 (a) rejection of claims 2-3 and 14 is 
improper because the asserted Gentry, Emacs, and XACT 
references fail to teach or suggest every limitation of 
the claims, the rejection fails to cite evidence of 
motivation, and there is no apparent likelihood of 
successfully combining the references. 

The issued Office Actions fail to establish a prima facie 
case of obviousness because the rejection does not establish 
that the asserted prior art references teach or suggest all 
the claim limitations, does not provide evidence to support a 
motivation for modifying the Gentry- Emacs combination with 
XACT to arrive at the claimed invention, and does not 
establish a reasonable likelihood that the references could be 
successfully combined. 

Claims 2 and 14 depend from claim 1, and claim 3 depends 
from claim 2. As explained above, the rejection fails to 
establish a prima facie case of obviousness of claim 1 in view 
of the Gentry-Emacs combination. Therefore, for at least 
those reasons, prima facie obviousness is not established for 
claims 2, 3, and 14. 

Furthermore, the rejection fails to provide sufficient 
motivation to modify the Gentry-Emacs combination with XACT. 
The alleged motivation is that it would have been obvious to 
do so in order to w create a VHD or VER file that can be 
simulated for back annotation within Synopsys", which would 
"enable keeping both versions updated whenever changes were 
made in one of the files." This motivation is improper 
because it is no more than a general statement of functions 
from the individual references. 

The Office Action fails to provide evidence of a 
suggestion of all the limitations of the pending claims, fails 
to provide a proper motivation for modifying the teachings of 
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Gentry with Emacs and XACT, and fails to provide evidence of a 
reasonable likelihood of success in modifying the teachings of 
Gentry with Emacs and XACT. Therefore, a prima facie case of 
obviousness has not been established, and the rejection should 
be withdrawn. This motivation lacks the requisite clear and 
particular reasons that would lead one of ordinary skill in 
the art to modify specific teachings of Gentry and Emacs with 
specific teachings of XACT. 

Claim 2 of group II and claims 3 and 14 of group III are 
separately patentable over the claims in the other groups for 
the reasons set forth above under Issue 1. 

IX. Conclusion 

In view of the above, Appellants believe the claimed 
invention to be patentable. Claims 1-19 remain for 
consideration. Appellants respectfully request reversal of 
the rejections as applied to the appealed claims and allowance 
of the entire application. 
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APPENDIX OF APPEALED CLAIMS (09/510,203) 

1. A computer-implemented method for developing a reusable 
electronic circuit design module, wherein the design module is 
comprised of one or more functional design elements comprising 
the design module, comprising: 

entering the functional design elements into a database; 

entering documentation elements into the database; 

linking the functional design elements with selected ones 
of the documentation elements; 

simulating a testbench with the design module, whereby 
simulation results are generated; 

storing the simulation results in the database; and 

linking the simulation results with the functional design 
elements. 

2. The method of claim 1, further comprising: 
translating the functional design elements into a 

netlist; and 

linking elements of the netlist with selected ones of the 
functional design elements. 

3. The method of claim 2, further comprising: 
translating the functional design elements into a 

physical implementation; and 

linking elements of the physical implementation with 
selected ones of the functional design elements. 

4. The method of claim 1, further comprising: 
entering simulation elements in the database; and 
linking the simulation elements to associated ones of the 

design elements. 
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5. The method of claim 4, further comprising: 
entering documentation for a design script in the 

database; and 

linking the documentation of the design script to the 
design elements comprising the design module. 

6. The method of claim 4, further comprising: 

entering documentation for the simulation elements in the 
database; and 

linking the documentation for the simulation elements 
with associated ones of the simulation elements. 

7. The method of claim 6, further comprising: 
inspecting the functional design elements and simulation 

elements for associated documentation; and 

reporting documentation deficiencies in association with 
the functional design elements and simulation design elements. 

8. The method of claim 1, further comprising: 
inspecting the functional design elements for associated 

documentation; and 

reporting documentation deficiencies in association with 
the functional design elements. 

9. The method of claim 1, further comprising: 

inspecting the functional design elements for undesirable 
design characteristics; and 

reporting the undesirable design characteristics found in 
the functional design elements. 
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10. The method of claim 9, further comprising: 

inspecting the functional design elements for undesirable 
hierarchical characteristics; and 

reporting discovered ones of the undesirable hierarchical 
characteristics . 

11. The method of claim 9, further comprising: 
inspecting the functional design elements for adherence 

to predefined design rules; and 

reporting violations of the design rules. 

12. The method of claim 11, further comprising providing 
assistance in specifying the design rules for the functional 
design elements. 

13. The method of claim 9, further comprising: 
monitoring changes made to the functional design 

elements; and 

indicating which of the functional design elements are 
dependent on the changes . 

14. The method of claim 1, further comprising: 
translating the functional design elements into a 

physical implementation; and 

linking elements of the physical implementation with 
selected ones of the functional design elements. 

15. The method of claim 1, further comprising requiring 
specification of parameters at a top level of a hierarchy of 
the design module. 
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16. The method of claim 1, further comprising displaying the 
functional design elements linked to errors in the simulation 
results . 

17. The method of claim 16, further comprising displaying 
documentation elements associated with errors in the 
simulation results. 

18. An apparatus for developing a reusable electronic circuit 
design module, wherein the design module is comprised of one 
or more functional design elements comprising the design 
module, comprising : 

means for entering the functional design elements into a 
database; 

means for entering documentation elements into the 
database; 

means for linking the functional design elements with 
selected ones of the documentation elements; 

means for simulating a testbench with the design module, 
whereby simulation results are generated; 

means for storing the simulation results in the database; 

and 

means for linking the simulation results with the 
functional design elements. 

19. A system for developing a reusable electronic circuit 
design module, wherein the design module is comprised of one 
or more functional design elements comprising the design 
module, comprising: 

a database arranged for storage of the design elements 
and documentation elements; 
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a design inspector coupled to the database, the design 
inspector configured and arranged to link the functional 
design elements with selected ones of the documentation 
elements; 

a debugging-support module coupled to the simulator and 
to the database, the debugging- support module configured and 
arranged to generate a netlist from the design module, wherein 
the netlist is suitable for simulation; 

a functional simulator coupled to the debugging- support 
module, the simulator configured and arranged to simulate a 
testbench with the design module, whereby simulation results 
are generated; and 

wherein the debugging- support module is further configured and 
arranged to store the simulation results in the database and 
link the simulation results with the functional design 
elements . 



